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REMARKS 

Applicants have carefully reviewed this Application in light of the Office Action 
mailed December 2, 2005. Claims 1-20 are pending in this Application. Claims 1-20 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). Claims 1 and 18 have been amended to further define 
various features of Applicants' invention. Claim 3 has been cancelled without prejudice or 
disclaimer. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and favorable action in this case. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 8 112 

Claim 18 was rejected by the Examiner under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite and failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicants regard as the invention. Applicants amend Claim 18 to overcome this 
rejection and respectfully request reconsideration, withdrawal of the rejection imder 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12, and full allowance of Claim 18 as amended. 

Rejections under 35 U>S,C. S 102 

Claims 1-20 were rejected by the Examiner imder 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0101711 by Stephen Gold 
("Gold"). Applicants respectfully traverse and submit the cited art does not teach all of the 
elements of the claimed embodiment of the invention. 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
foimd, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal 
Bros, V. Union Oil Co, of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 U.S.P.Q.2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 
1987). Furthermore, "the identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is 
contained in the claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co. Ltd., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). Applicants respectfully submit that the art cited as 
anticipatory by the Examiner cannot anticipate the rejected Claims, because the cited art does 
not show all the elements of the present Claims. 

Gold discloses a "headless computer entity" and a method of operating same. 
(Paragraphs [0016] - [0031]). A "headless computer entity" is one that prevents direct 
administration. (Paragraph [0003]). Direct human intervention with the headless computer 
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entity is restricted by lack of user interface, and the headless computer entity is intended to be 
self-managing and self-maintaining. (Paragraph [0051]). Such headless computer entity may 
be a network attached storage device comprising a RAID array of disks (Paragraph [0051]). 
Claim 1 recites: 

1. A method for reporting volume information on one or more 
redvmdant arrays of independent disks (RAID) in an information handling 
system having one or more storage device drives, the method comprising: 

identifying one or more software RAID volumes on the information 
handling system; 

identifying the storage device drives coupled to the information 
handling system; 

correlating the RAID volumes to the storage device drives; 

determining an initial worst case operational state between the 
identified RAID volumes and the identified storage device drives; 

reporting the initial worst case operational state to a light emitting 
diode (LED) driver, the LED driver operable to operate a chassis LED in 
accordance with a last reported worst case operational state; 

determining a current worst case operational state between the RAID 
volimies and the storage device drives; and 

reporting the current worst case operational state to the LED driver. 

Gold fails to disclose, teach or suggest this combination of limitations. For example. 
Gold fails to disclose, teach or suggest " identifvinjg one or more software RAID volumes on 
the information handling svstem " as specifically recited in Claim 1. In particular, Gold is 
directed at the operation of a "headless computer entity," including a network attached 
storage device, but not one which employs software RAID volumes as recited in Claim 1. 
To illustrate: 

Software-based RAID implementations are typically either operating 
system-based, or they are application programs that run on a server or NAS 
appliance. Most operating system RAK) implementations provide support for 
RAID-0, RAID-1, and RAJD-5. In software RAID deployments, most array 
operations and management functions are controlled by the array software 
running on the host CPU. In contrast, most hardware-based arrays are 
implemented directly on a host-based RAID adapter which typically tightly 
couples the array functions with the disk interface. This design also allows 
many of the array operations and management of the RAID volumes to be off- 
loaded from the host CPU and instead, be executed locally on an embedded- 
processor. 

(Specification, Paragraph [0025]) (emphasis added). 
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Hence, Gold contemplates the operation of a "headless" network attached 
storage device utilizing hardware-based RAID arrays (see Paragraphs [0053], [0058] 
and Figs. 3 and 4.) not software-based RAID arrays as recited in Claim 1. 
Accordingly, Gold fails to disclose, teach or suggest all of the limitations of Claim 1 
and thus, caimot anticipate Claim 1. For analogous reasons, Gold fails to disclose, 
teach or suggest all of the limitations of Claims 5 and 13, and thus, cannot anticipate 
Claims 5 and 13. 

Given that Claims 2 and 4 depend from Claim 1, Claims 6-12 depend from 
Claim 5, and Claims 14-20 depend from Claim 13, Applicants respectftiUy submit 
that Claims 2, 4, 6-12 and 14-20 are allowable. As such. Applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) and allow Claims 1, 2 and 4-20. 



Information Disclosure Statement 

Applicants would like to bring to the Examiner's attention that Applicants filed an 
Information Disclosure Statement on October 6, 2003. Applicants respectfully request that 
the Information Disclosure Statement be considered and cited in the examination of the 
above-referenced application. Applicants attach a copy of the Information Disclosure 
Statement and PTO Form 1449 filed October 6, 2003, for the Examiner's convenience and a 
copy of the postcard receipt evidencing receipt by the Patent Office. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants have made an earnest effort to place this case in condition for allowance in 
light of the amendments and remarks set forth above. Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration of pending Claims 1, 2 and 4-20. 

Applicants believe there are no fees due at this time, however, the Commissioner is 
hereby authorized to charge any fees necessary or credit any overpayment to Deposit 
Account No. 02-0383 of Baker Botts L.L.P. 

If there are any matters concerning this Application that may be cleared up in a 
telephone conversation, please contact Applicants' attorney at 512.322.2548. 



Respectfully submitted, 
BAKER BOTTS L.L.P. 
Attomey for Applicants 



Date: 




SEND CORRESPONDENCE TO : 
Baker Botts l.l.p. 

CUSTOMER NO. 23640 
512.322.2548 
512.322.8383 (fax) 



Enclosure: 1) Copy of Information Disclosure Statement and PTO 1449 form filed 
October 6, 2003, along with a copy of the postcard receipt. 



AUSO 1:406486.1 



